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1 o Uebra h. Charles, Agent of the Patent and Trademaris Office USA 

511- "^li-sm ' — 

about ?^trbtlR'^''T''*^°" resubmitting the paperwork via fax. I submitted this 
about October 1 8 and received back the postcard from you that it was received but have 
yet to see it appear m the Image Wrapper on PAIR: 



DEC 22 2005 




I do not understand the delay in processing but continue to pursue this by providing a 

^Z^t^u Z V ^^"^^ ^ "^^Py "^^^ ^ Debra Charles axfd to 

i^l^. ^^^'^ ^ to this patent application 

o ver the past five or so years. 

The second document set was submitted about October 25'" for further clarification. 

Thank you for your prompt completion of this apphcation. 
M&^^ mstinns and a Happy New Year, 

TimJowers go3 7%<]^2i " 

Co-Inventor and Software Engineer, Visian Credit 
December 22, 2005 
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September 20, 2005 
Timljowers 

United Software Engineeriiig 
Inventor 

Patent Appiicatiort ijumb&rs 09/759,723 

1915 MabronRoad 
Columbia, SC 20209-2926 

United States of America 
Patent and Trademark Office 

I 

DeariDebra F. Charles, 
This IS a "request: for reconsideration or further examination of the 

claiii" . Please consider this further clarification of patent 09/759 , 723 , Method 
of reducing fraud in credit card and other E-business. This 
explanation is submitted as soon as possible whereas the Inventor did not 
[T^lv^*'^® oommunication on the status about this patent despite calling the 
USPTO once each six months for the past several years and providing updated 
contact information for the Inventor. As well, I called in January, March. May and 
June|of this year about this patent and was always told it had no status update 
and then it was being reviewed after about four and % years. 

I had no contact with the original filing attorney due to relocations to other cities 
and jobs over that time period. Please update all recorcis to reflect my information 
and, additionally. timiowersiSamail rnrn and 803-740-9820. Please let me know 
of a pjarticular forni I must file for this as I have been told to file a "Change of 
Address Correspondence' but will consult the attorney who assisted us in the 
original application. 

Please correspond with me too keep me informed of the status as possible and 
With tl;»e other inventor, Dana DeVoe who is contactable at 
danadevoe (S>vahoo.com or by phone at 1 -260-249-9253. 

Pleap review the following justifications for our patent and let us know what 
else we need to do to proceed. 

Thank you, 

I 

Tim iJowexs 

I 

! 

I 

I 
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Justification and Rebuttal i?esponses for Claim Objections 

nnXo'I^*^ ^1 Objections were raised In the Office communication about 

n^tf f fnif P'""? u^^^ ^^^'^^^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^nce for relation to our 
felit ift.^ found each to be distinct from our patent. We have provided 
t^L r^J^^T^^°T °^ ^^'^ invention is different and independent of 
those referenced. As well we have accepted the claims of triviality with some 

'^^L''^tHl^S^J'^^''^''''''''^T^^^ ^'^'""^ self refuting as related patents 
are quoted in the Objections and are themselves justification of the non-triviality 
andinon^bvious nature of work in this area. The granting of these is a rebuttal 
tor general claims of triviality and of obviousness but more exact rebuttals and 
justifications are given below. The rebuttals and justifications are grouped by 
Objection number. y h u 

Objections : 

1;. Improper number. 

NO Rebuctsi We paid a professional and experienced patent attorney but 
this mistake still occun-ed. We did not know to change this point when w© 
reviewed th© patent application befor© submission but will correct this on any 
future filings. ^ 

2. Claim 8 rejection. 

Again, em^neous filing. Sorry about that. 

^* IJ^rir *r '«^^'=t?<* "^^^^ 35 U.s.C. 101 because the bodies 

I of Che claims do not reject technology, i.e. computer 
, implementation or any other technology in a non- trivial manner." 

; Rebuttal 1 . This Objection is blatantly Incon-ect The specification of a 
system as in the patent is expressly nontrivlal. The implementation of this 
specification is very complex. More importantly, the specification is so complete 
tnat any senior software engineer would be able to rebuild an equivalent system 
given^the specificatfon. Mr. De Voe has over 20 years of software design and 
development experience and Mr. Jowers has about 1 5. The inventors have 
worked for companies including AT&T. Intel, Motorola. NCR, Sprint, and others 
and know this specification is nontrivial, complete, and complex. 

... Rebuttal 2. The patent application fully defines a technology and the 
technology is a computer software system. The very technique for integrating the 
sysl^em IS nontnvial as is the required program flow as defined in the patent 
app it^tion. Figure 1 documents a collaboration diagram and such diagrams are 
the industry standard way to document software design. Figure 2 documents a 
flowcijart and pnor to the popularity of the Unified Modeling Language flowcharts 
^ ^'^^ ^"^"^^"^ ^^'^"'^^"fng software design. Figures 3a. 3b Ic^ 
and ^ document a user interface design for explanation of the process of the 
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3.1 The claimed invention must produce a "useful, concrete 
tangiole result". uin-^ece, 

«nr.,r^x» ""^^."^^ V ^ ^V®*^"^ expressly produces a binary result: reject or 
approve. This IS stated in the patent application. 

mnH. .loe^^^^l*"^^ ^ 7.^^ ^y^^^"^ produces system data used between 
modules whrch is useful and concrete which is the user's profile settings These 
fht H^^t^^l application and shown In the diagrams. For example. 1 .1 . shows 
hvfthf l^^ge line must be configured by the user so this dat^ is passed 

by the user interfece. For example. 7.2 shows this data must be accessed by the 
?vl"mS «"^^°?'^ '^f? ^^*=^pible by the bank In an automated funcOon For 
example, 8.1b shows the usage line data must be accessed during the 
authonzabon transaction. In all instances, the data accessed is concrete data 
representing the usage line for the account holder's account. 

^""^ m^er^"^""^* invention nnist use technology in a non-trivial 



Rebuttal 1 : The invention Is extremely non-trivial. The fighting of 
credit card fraud can reduce illegal activity which causes businesses in 
the USA tens to hundreds of BILLIONS of dollars in losses each year 
The invention submitted is expressly non-trivial both In Its design 
application, and expected results. 

Rebuttal 2 : The system is nontrivial. This system has not been fully 
invented or implemented by any other party due to Its innovativeness 
and complexity. As an experienced software consultant I propose that 
very few software engineers even have the expertise to design this 
system property. This Is a key reason some 80% of software projects 
fell. It IS our experience and insight which has made this system 
possible Software design and implementation is absolutely in no way a 
tnvial endeavor. ' 

Rebuttal 3 : The system is nontrivial. The patent aon lication don.im^nt>. ■ ,^inr^ 
inline computer and human processes for au t henticatinn and validation anH 
IS not only not done by others but also very d ifficult to r^onr eive and csRatf ^^ 
inline processes include real-time (what the industry calls "real-time" but is really 
mime) contact with the account holder to validate the transaction. This Is very 
non-tnvial: the closest any other company has come Is lust this year ni^nnw«.r win 

email users of a credit card trans^Rcfon ex nr...t f».tr. if » I ^^rfiin limit 

21' documents how email or other communication can be inserted into 

the credit card process DURING THE TRANSACTION. Also. Verified by Visa is 
simply another password which must be supplied during the authentication and 
in fact. IS possibly tnvially different than D'Agostino but is very far short of our 
inventon. Our invention provides a solid computer software design to greatly 
reduce fraud and control spending. » a y 
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The mvencion of the body of the claim must recite 
technology, if the invention in the body of the claim is 
1 not txed to technological art, environment, or machine, the 

claim IS not statutory. 

Justification 1 : The patent application itself is a complete 
soflvvare specification. The specification is complete enough to generate the 
skeleton classes and methods. In fact, modem tools such as Rational Rose can 
automatically generate the classes and methods from a diagram such as a class 
diagram which is embodied within a collaboration diagram. This is a complete 
technology. Software specifications and software diagramming are used every 
day m almost all software development companies in ortJer to explicitly document 

r^.K^H^^T.: '? ^1"*;^ ® ^""^^^ of quality. Software Engineering Institute's 
Capability and Matunty Model requires software design documentation for any 
acceptable level of quality (levels above 1 , the lowest level). 

Justification 2 : The patent application Is tied to the art of data 
processing and specifically processing credit authorizations. The claim is 
expressly tied to credit authorization systems. The claim is not tied to a specific 
rnachine although the software may be deployed in a hosted environment or on 
the machines at the customer bank. 

; Justification 3 : The patent application Is tied credit authorization 
and must exist in this environment The patent application is tied to the Internet 
or other communications mechanisms for the part which communicates with 
humans. 

; 3-3 obvious to a person with ordinary skill 

_ ; Rebuttal 1 : Blatantly false. Little more needs to be said on this 
rebuttal but for wmpleteness: the technology being patent had NOT previously 
been .built by others, was NOT patented by others, and takes at least one hour to 
explain to target partners and customers. Obvious technology can be explained 
quickly rather than requiring a presentation and at least an hour of explanation 
The f^tent application describes a complex system which is not intuitively 
obvious even to a computer engineer working in the credit processing industry In 
tact, as no patent referenced by our application, no patent referenced by the 
office ^»mmunication. and no existing system covered our ideas at the time of 
application one can cfeariy see this was non-obvious in nature. Of course the 
tact that Discover has implemented something about 1/1 0"' as useful and' 
complex does mean the industry is starting to come up with similar ideas The 
industry IS stymied by their "ordinary skill" rather than excelling due to the 
extraordinary skill of the engineers and scientists like us who actually do the woilt 

S ^^f*^^ '^ck of excellence means a lack 

ot advancement for people and companies who use credit cards. 



I 
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4.. Prior art from Adams and D'Agostino for claims 1,3,4 and 12. 

Rebuttal 1 : Neither Adams nor D'Agostino have patented our process or 
other aspecte of our invention. D'Agostino's is the most related as it is related 
in the definition of categories. 

Similarities and Differences from Adams ; 

: Adams basically patented keeping a list of bad card numbers in a computer 
rather than on paper and setting a tower total credit sales limit above which 
transactions must be pre-authorized. In the 1980's vendors had to lookup on 
paper to verity each credit card presented was not on a blocked list. Adams 
patented automating this lookup. 

^ In contrast to the Objection claim that Adams table of decision rules may 
be imagined to cover our usage line please observe that Adams makes 
absolutely no mention of any validation besides checking the credit limit the 
limit on total unauthorized credit issued at a merchant, and the list of bad 
cards At the time of Adams' patent application many merchants did not 
submit credit card purchases in real-time but. rather, waited to batch the 
submission at night Adams' patent in reality does not intereect our patent 
appliration and is only related in that it relates to credit cards. Furthennore 
rules are by definition open-ended logic and the use a "rules engine" In no 
way defines the behavior of a system. Depicting a table of rules (which is in 

^ [^K 't® Engine by any stretch of the imagination) shows nothing 
about ttie actual behavior of the system other than some program logic will be 
used It in no way specifies what the program logic is. Imagine if Adams 
wpuld have meant calling a cell phone to approve a transaction by his rules 
table? Certainly not as cell phones were not even prevalent when he filed the 
patent application. His authorization is only by the merchant's credrt machine 
and not even the user, and his "mfes table" is a software de.sinn 
gpcurnentation that he will reference a table in computer memory or from disk 
to list bad credit cards and a limit to the amount of credit to authorize without 
communicating with a central processor. 

The flowchart labeled Figure 2 in Adams documents the de facto process 
for credit card authorizations. Aimost every single transaction which occure 
today uses a credit limit check as labeled In steps 52. 54, and 56 in the 
flowchart. 

Adams cites the use of a "central processor while the Visian systems 
requires no centralized system. As stated in paragraph 5 Adams explicitly is 
speaking about automating processes with the temi "online" and not at all 
speaking of using the Internet or data gathered from the Internet; after all the 
patent was filed in 1990 before the Internet exploded . Circa 1990 the ten^ 
online was synonymous with "automated" not with "the Internet" 

A key phrase in Adams reflects how dissimilar Adams patent is to our 
«nS f^f h"" ^^'"^ transactions, the losses tend to be lower 

and the benefits gained from on-line authorization do not justify the added 
costs and delays involved in obtained (sic] an no-line approval" The essential 
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pimilarfty is both patents cover transactional approval but the pivotal 
difference Is Adams speaks of a very limited system maintained by a central 
processor while our patent covers a system controlled by the end holder of 
the credit account and managed by him or her. Another, even more essential 
point, IS Adams covers authorization only by credit limit and card validity: 
these are de facto practices and are not something we have attempted to 
patent. 

: In fact. Adams only covers authorizing transactions above a certain limit 
and does not cover authorizing all transactions. Furthennore, Adams 
transaction limits are set by the temiinal owner or central processor and not 
even the bank or even the customer as in our Invention. 

Similarities and Differences from D'Agostino: 

; D'Agostino presents a neat idea whereby the customer receives a 
transaction code which may only be used for a certain purpose at a certain 
merchant This idea is quite different from our patent application but is very 
similar to existing single use discount coupons issued by Lowe's and other 
merchants and may be seen as similar to one-time use credit cards In 
P'Agostino's invention the customer does not reveal a credit card number and 
ttjie merchant must be able to process a "transaction code" whereas in our 
invention the merchant does not have t o change current business nrant .nftc 
This is so important ft bears repeating because the reason fraud has not been 
successfully combatted is most approaches require a merchant to accept 
non-standard cards/credit authorizations and/or purchase expensive 
additional equipment while our invention does not change the common 
processes of the merchant Our maricet analysis revealed the only way to 
widely disseminate a fraud reduction technology was to make the bamer for 
eintry almost nothing for the merchants and this Is why our design is the way 
we ^'d 't rather than as an additio nal cost to the merchant .^unh as 
D-Aqostino's desion . 

^ The "payment categories" (Section 3, line 2) written in D'Agostino is 
promotional information" (section 2 line 12) such as advertisements and in 
no way the same as the usage lines configuration described In our invention 
in: Jet the authorization process described in D'Agostino ( Section 3 lines 20 
and 21 ) IS a credit check whereas in our invention the usage line is an 
essential part of the authorization process. D'Agostino does attempt to patent 
"^'"9 f ^"^"""t "f"" set by the customer or authorizing system but such 
credit limits are commonplace and have been for many years and this is not a 

refuting or redundant facet gf either invfint. p n as it is not natAntah t^TTi; 

exists already. 

D'Agostino does have limits on time, amount, and merchants but these are 

I-"r^H!? w fA^? ^^"^"^1^'°" code as thus unable fn hA applied to a nnrm^l 

credit card . While the authorizat ion Droce.ss rt.fF«>ror.t in n'Zrj^.y.^^.^ 

invention and ours, D'Agostino's payment categories are a subset of our 
categones and importantly, limited to amount, time, and merchants who are 
participating in his system while ours includes time and amount as well as all 
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merchants who accept credit cards and, more Importantly, include a vast 
usage line which is customizable by the user on the Intemet and Includes 
many other points for authorizing or rejecting the transaction. 

Claim 1: Adams does not cover a usage line . As desnnhpri ahnup 
D'Agostino does cover categories but his criteria are a subset of ours and the 
authorization process is drasticaHv different . 

Claim 3 : Adams lists pre-authorized transactions but only in the context of 
credit limits and valid credit cards. D'Agostino does not use a nonnal credit 
card and requires a special transaction code which is taken as valid by the 
system whrle our invention uses a normal credit card and checks valiriifv 
(dynamically using a set of rules configured by the user and the authorizing 
company. Furthermore, neither cited . svstem includes that a pending request 
Ipr payment could require aoDmyal f r om the user and the bank in realtime as 
we document . 

Claim 4 ; Adams does not include a usage line or real-time communications 
As descnbed above D'Agostino does Include some basic category criteria but 
does not include realt ime communication with tha n.-g^r 

^^^i"' Claim 12 is for use bv business representatives and thif; 
assignment of use is not c overed at ail in Adams or n-Ag nQtinr. a usage line 
IS not described in Adams. No restriction based on business representatives 
(human, electronic, or othenvise) is made in D'Agostino either. 

^" ^"^t Adams, D'Agostino, Brake, and Bragg for claims 

2,5,5,7,8,9,10, and 11. 

Afe shown above, Adams does not define any patentable part of our 
invention. 

Afe shown above. D'Agostino only covers limits based on' amount, time, and 
merchants and otherwise does not define any patentable part of our 
invention. D'Agostino's categories are a restricted subset of our usage line 
and even restncted In how we defined schedule, time, merchants amounts 
and amount aggregation. 

B^ake, Jr. has patented a card which may be signed up as a credit card or as 
a transaction card such as a gas card. The card then becomes a credit 
vehicle but does not necessarily act as a general credit card which may be 
u^ed by any vendor who accepts credit cards. Brake Jr. also speaks at length 
about r^ard poirrls whic h were in common use alre ady at thP timA hk r,^ln* 
i?gsf!led. Brake. Jr. also covers issuing a card to a customer with only a 
phone call needed for activation; yet, while he claims only two steps are 
n^ded. in fact, his flowchart 3C shows no less than seven steps are needed 
in his process; yet. regardless, we have not attempted to p atent « ^inn„r. 
feature, reward points, r^r a m^thr^d r^niiirinn v^nHoro sinn to r^^:^^^^ 
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credit vehicle. One of the essential points of our invention is it does not 
require vendors to cha nge their daily operation or to buv additional 
equipment. While Brake. Jr. makes frequent reference to "features" the only 
feature appears to be the ability to sign up for the credit carcl and the ability to 
gain reward points. Brake never elaborates on how his credit card will be able 
to be used as a aas c ard or restricted to one specific vendor The normal way 
to do this outside of our invention is to have a credit vehicle accepted by a 
chain of stores and processed independently of nonmal credit cani 
trarisactions. We have m ade no attempt to patent gasoline cards, teieohone 
calling cards, or chain- store credit cards . Considering all of Brake. Jr. none of 
his patent overlaps any of the claims of our patent. 
' Brake, Jr.'s pnDcess Is for signing up for a credit card and not for inline 
authorization. Brake, Jr.'s process is very different from ours in the steps and 
the sets of technologies with the main similarity being he uses the Internet for 
signup while the Internet is just one of the forms of communications used in 
our invention. 

Blagg documents allowing the credit limit and the authorized user of a credit 
card to be set These are alreadv pre -existing usage parameters of all credit 
sacds (except so-called "unlimited" cards) and allowing these to be set is not 
a novel idea. Blagg has received a patent for the process by which these 
rhay be set ~ particularly the use of an account group rather than a specific 
person as an account holder. Blaaa's patent covers oroupina and linking of 
credit card accounts a nd sending a single statement for the grouped cards; 
neither of which are covered bv our patent application . 

Blagg's patent does cover restricting a credit card's usage by geographical 
region. Importantly. Blagg submitted a process for configuring card accounts 
via the Intemet but makes no mention of real-time, inline authorization using 
the Intemet, cell phone, or other means which is an essential claim In our 
application (Claim 1 1 for instance). 

: I note In Blagg's repetitive listing of financial limits that no mention of 
statistical, averaging, or pencent-wise limits is made. A typical magnitude 
limiting and measuring function for anything which has a numerical value 
would be to set a limit by a rolling average for the measured item (in this case 
an acxx)unt). to set a limit based on statistical averaging based on season, 
grouping of people, or other measurement grouping, or to set a limit based on 
the percent of the total amount available (in this case the total credit 
available). Note that the total credit may span multiple accounts and even 
account for bank accounts and other personal assets as allowed and 
specified by the account manager and/or owner. 

; Blagg's patent is overlaps ours In the usage of geographical constraints on 
authonzation though thus Is only one of our many constraints. As the usage of 
geographical constraints is not an explicit claim in our patent then this should 
be no problem. 
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Thank you for taking the time to review our responses to 
your Objections. We believe we have provided a compelling 
argument for the granting of a patent on our invention. We 
are excited about the opportunities to reduce credit card 
fraud and anticipate ever more advances in this technology 
arena . 

Please communicate with us openly about any further efforts 
we need to take to further this patent process. 

Sincerely, 

Tim Jowers, TimJowersOUnitedSWE .Com 
803-740-9820 
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October 20, 2005 ; 

Tim lowers 

United Software Ehgineering 
Inventor 

Patent Application Number: 09/759,723 
1915 Mabron Road 
Columbia, SC 20209-2926 

United States of America 
Patent and Trademaiic Office 

Dear Debra F. Charles, 

This is further response as my "request for reconsideration or further 
examination of the claim". 

The table attached lists each claim number from our patent application and the overlap with 
any other patent As well, it lists similar claims, ideas and evaluations from all of the patents 
which may ostensibly be related to our invention. While this table is not all-inclusive of our 

daims it does summarize the distinctions with the additional detail being that the sub-outlines 

I 

of each claim are not always necessarily compared if the Claim number comparison is 
representatively conclusive. As well, each and every claim of the cited patents is not included 
when the daim clearly does not overlap with the claims of our application. 

i 

Please refer to the attached spreadsheet. 

With due respect I ask you to please double check the citation of Blagg, 10/172,378, as pre- 
existing. My understanding of the longevity limit of two years for a pnDvisronal patent means 
Blagg does not pre-exist our patent and maybe this is underscored as our patent number, 
09/759,723, is sequentially before 10/172,378. 

This documentation and our past communications completely and accurately distinguish 
our invention from any others and as a unique and valuable invention and leave absolutely no 
reasonable justification for the rejection of our application. We look forward to progressing with 
our technology and assisting to reduce the high burden of credit card fraud and also of 
empowering the Credit card account holder Please communicate with us openly about any 
ftjrther efforts we need to take to further this patent process. 

Sincerely, 

Tim Jowers, TimJowersOUnitedSWE, Com 
803-740-9820 
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